Conservation interventions in developing countries are frequently thwarted by socio-economic 34 agendas, severely limiting the scope and rigor of biodiversity and habitat conservation. Very few 35 ecological assessments incorporate human interests in conservation prioritization, creating 36 asynchrony between planning and implementation. For conservation actions to be logistically 37 feasible, multiple criteria including ecological, social, economic and administrative aspects must 38 be considered. Understanding how these different dimensions interact spatially is also important 39 for gauging the potential for conservation success. Here, we use a guild of select mammalian 40 carnivores (wild canids and hyenas) in India to (i) generate distribution maps at the spatial scale 41 of administrative sub-districts, that is relevant to management, (ii) examine ecological, social and 42 biogeographic factors associated with their distribution, quantify key threats, and identify areas 43 important for their conservation, (iii) use prioritization tools for balancing habitat conservation, 44 human needs and economic growth, and (iv) evaluate the spatial congruence between areas with 45 high conservation potential, and areas currently in focus for protection efforts, conservation 46 investments, and infrastructure development. We find that the current Protected Area system 47 48 to increase financial investments towards alternative conservation strategies, and, most 49 infrastructure projects may be jeopardizing important carnivore habitats. Our framework allowed 50 for identifying locations where conservation investments would lead to the highest dividends for 51 flagship carnivores and associated species across habitats. We make a case for re-evaluating how 52 large-scale prioritization assessments are made, and for broadening the purview of conservation 53 policies in India and other developing countries. 54 55 56
does not adequately cover or represent diverse habitats, that there is immense potential for States Introduction aureus). Certain predators like the leopard Panthera pardus, coyote Canis latrans and puma prey decline, direct persecution, road-related mortality, illegal trade and negative interactions 216 with free-ranging dogs (1 = fatal; 2 = high; 3 = medium; 4 = low; 5 = not a threat). The total 217 scores for each category were averages from scores of individual experts. The final conservation 218 score was obtained by summing across all categories, weighting area of occupancy at 0.5, 219 protection status at 0.3 and expert responses on threats at 0.2. The unequal weighting is because 220 area of occupancy is a quantitatively estimated metric, protection status is derived from global 221 datasets but without the same analytical rigor, and threat information is based on expert opinions 222 (which could be anecdotal, or limited to insights from local/regional experience). We re-scaled 223 the sum out of 100; a lower conservation score implied a higher threatened status (within India). in the overall conservation value. We also modified the algorithm such that the final 237 conservation values are assigned to clusters of pixels grouped by sub-district boundaries. As 238 primary input features, we used (i) carnivore diversity indices calculated from estimated 239 occupancy probabilities, and (ii) extent of important habitats in each sub-district (Table S2 ). We 240 chose diversity indices rather than individual species distributions after preliminary exploratory 241 analyses showed better spatial representation of important areas and greater area of retention 242 with the former. Diversity indices used as input features are shown in Fig. S1 . In addition to 243 these, we also included human poverty index and projected human population for 2020, both of 244 which qualified as "costs" in our assessment. Our rationale was that sub-districts with larger 245 human populations and higher poverty require focus on economic growth and infrastructure development and should therefore be of lower priority for conservation (see Table S2 for 247 details). Following exploratory runs with different combinations of settings for Boundary Length 248 Penalty (BLP) and Warp Factor (WP), we set BLP at 0 and WP at 100 as a trade-off between 249 computation time and reliability of spatial maps. 
Results
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We collated a total of 4437 presence records of the target species across three phases (Table 1) .
262
Model-averaged occupancy estimates ranged from 0.21 (SE 0.02) for desert fox to 0.75 (SE 263 0.002) for golden jackal (Table 1 ; Fig. 2 ). We could not formally analyze or generate estimates 264 for Tibetan fox because the data were too sparse. Tibetan wolf occupied the least overall area 265 (152,180 sq. km) and golden jackal was the most widely distributed species (2,259,361 sq. km).
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Combining protection status, distribution extent, population status and anthropogenic threats (the 267 latter two elicited from surveys of field experts in India; n = 45), golden jackal and red fox Vanak, A. T., Kulkarni, A., Gode, A., Sheth, C., and Krishnaswamy, J. (2015) . Extent and Status 675 of Semiarid Savanna Grasslands in Peninsular India. In Ecology and Management of Grassland Tables   707   Table 1 . Summary of data records collated from three survey phases, estimated occupancy 708 (standard errors in parentheses), extent of occurrence in India and conservation score for the 709 focal carnivore species 
